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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in Management at the International 
Hellenic University. It is an attempt to analyze the issues of pertaining to civil society, 
non-governmental (NGO) and the movement of volunteerism in Greece, placing 
emphasis on the benefits of volunteering on a personal and collective level for 
volunteers and society, respectively. The challenges of effectiveness, funding and 
public engagement as faced by NGOs were also analyzed. The main objectives of the 
present work were to explore general perceptions about NGOs in Greece, identify 
needs and sectors perceived by the public as priorities for support by NGO action, 
examine the extent to which people in Greece volunteer and if not, the reasons 
limiting participation. Whether demographic characteristics affect the attitude of the 
individual with regards to volunteering was also investigated. Furthermore, selected 
organizations were presented in order to gauge public awareness of them despite their 
limited exposure to media, thus correlating media coverage to public support and 
perception of NGOs.  
In order to answer to the above questions, an online questionnaire survey was 
conducted as an attempt to capture public opinion. From a sample size of 116 
respondents, answers were quantitatively analyzed with the use of MS Excel 2016 
software. Results analysis showed that 36,2 % of the sample actively volunteered in 
the last 3 years and that gender, age and other demographics did not play a crucial 
role on how individual perceive NGOs. The general sentiment and perception of NGOs 
averaged a “fair” view of them – showing reluctance often seen in previous studies – 
while the need prioritized by respondents for support by NGOs was vulnerable social 
groups and children in need. Lack of time followed by skepticism about NGOs 
constitute the main reasons for people not being involved with volunteering actions, 
although 70,7% supports donating food and belongings to people in need through an 
NGO. Recommendations for raising awareness in schools so as to instill the values of 
solidarity and active support from a young age were made. 
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Preface 
The present work is the result of a survey conducted on volunteering and attitude of 
citizens towards NGOs operating in Greece. The stimuli around us are many and 
diverse, but combine to the same direction, driving us to address the problems that 
plague the modern world and find ways to mitigate increasing inequalities within 
society. The voluntary involvement and contribution of citizens has always played a 
pivotal role to solve problems such as the ones we currently face, albeit manifesting in 
different ways during different eras. It is bound to do so again, and volunteerism may 
well be the womb that will produce these new ways and strata that society may march 
on tomorrow.  
This dissertation would not be possible without the guidance and the time devoted by 
my supervisor Prof. Stavroula Laspita, whom I warmly thank. I would also like to thank 
my spouse for the emotional and tangible support throughout my studies. 
 
 
 
                Georgia Lazoudi 
     27/12/2018 
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Introduction 
A Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) can be defined as an association of persons 
that work for promoting a humanitarian or cooperative objective instead of a 
commercial one. 1 
The presence of NGOs in Greece today is partly due to the difficult economic 
circumstances the country has been facing since 2010 and the consequent rise of 
unemployment and poverty2, but even more due to the influx of refugees/immigrants 
from war zones and underprivileged countries. Despite this recent swell, the presence 
and work of many resident non-governmental, nonprofit organizations in a range of 
fields dates back many years, with said organizations active in the field of care of 
orphaned minors, sick children, protection of wild animals, strays and the environment 
having tangible results to demonstrate. Their presence and operation depend to a 
large extent on the engagement of broader society in order to become an integrated 
member of respective communities. It is worth noting that the exact number of 
voluntary-based nonprofit organizations operating in Greece in all these different 
fields is not exactly known. The authorities have attempted to create a unified registry 
over time, but implementation of the endeavor is still in process. According to data 
taken from an EU report for Greece, there were 4.168 NGOs reported in 2009, 
excluding associations that are not active in the field of public aid or relief as a primary 
goal, such as sports’ clubs, cultural organizations, and similar institutions. 3 
Motivation for the present work was derived from studying various reports on the 
effectiveness of NGOs, their funding, and to what extend they achieve and manage 
public engagement. These pivotal issues, among certain others, are the main 
concerns4,5 regarding NGOs’ sustainability today and since their current number in 
Greece is said to be large it was deemed relevant to explore the behavior and public 
perception on the issues of volunteering and donations to NGOs in Greece, and how 
the aforementioned concerns reflect upon them. The effort focused on whether 
citizens in Greece contribute to NGOs and if so, how they choose to do it – either 
through devoting time, or donations – in order to relieve fellow citizens and to address 
problems that degrade collective standards of living. Profiling of the socially active 
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and/or conscious average citizen in Greece was attempted. Public sentiment analysis 
(based on the sample of the survey) with regard to NGOs, and identification of 
problematic sectors offering opportunities for potential NGO activity were pivotal 
points of the present work.  It is worth mentioning that there is also a great number of 
art/music/sports nonprofit organizations that are currently active and where people 
can volunteer in, however the study of such was intentionally excluded, not including 
any relevant questions in the survey questionnaire that was utilized during the course 
of the present study. 
The number of humanitarian, nongovernmental, nonprofit agencies, private 
organizations, corporations, individuals and other relevant stakeholders has grown 
enormously worldwide, as well as in Greece, during the last 15 years or even longer4. 
These diverse actors may vary in values, goals, strategies and activities, but they 
function under the same universal humanitarian principles: to protect the vulnerable 
by decreasing poverty, alleviate suffering and enhance well-being, protect and advance 
human rights, and general quality of life for groups and/or societies at the epicenter of 
their activities.6 However, many stakeholders believe that humanitarian aid has been 
rather unsuccessful in adhering to these principles through lack of coordination and 
duplication of services. 7 This may result in failure to meet the needs of those meant to 
benefit.  Funding and management of funds is also a crucial matter that affects NGOs’ 
sustainability and how citizens perceive the impact of their action plans. 8,9 Many 
NGOs find it difficult to secure sufficient and systematic funding for their work. 
Ensuring access to appropriate donors is a major component of this challenge. 
Additionally, emphasis is given on the impact of NGO actions and how society 
perceives them. It is vital for an action to engage supporters and volunteers as well as 
to empower change and development.10 
The presence of NGOs in Greece and how people perceive – and respond to – their call 
for action constitutes a complex subject for the organizations themselves, various 
stakeholders, authorities, and even society as a whole. The involvement and 
contribution of citizens to their actions, their acceptance by society and whether NGOs 
are perceived successful in the tasks, are issues to be discussed and examined. 
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The present work aims not only to add to previous research on the matter, but to 
increase our understanding of it and illuminate new aspects through synthesis and 
analysis of available resources, ultimately contributing to existing information through 
primary research. It aims to continue research in the field and produce updated 
results, highlight deficiencies and explore the current perceptions and views of the 
Greek public regarding NGOs and volunteerism in the Greek contemporary context as 
of 2018. The results obtained and recommendations made may well be deemed 
relevant and useful first and foremost for NGOs currently active in Greece, as they may 
find useful insights in the present work, but also as a contribution to the past and 
future study of the subject of NGOs and volunteerism in Greece. Finally, even private 
corporations and associations may find certain of the results attained important, 
particularly those related to Corporate Social Responsibility actions and prospective 
cooperation of corporations and NGOs.  
In Chapter 1 the meaning of civil society, NGOs and volunteerism is discussed together 
with the benefits of volunteering. Chapter 2 refers to the core issues of NGOs, selected 
NGOs as notable examples and corporate volunteering examples in Greece. 
Methodology follows in Chapter 3 and subsequently in Chapter 4 data are analyzed. In 
Chapter 5 results are discussed and finally conclusions and recommendations can be 
found in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 1. Understanding the meaning of Civil Society, NGOs and      
Volunteerism 
The concept of offering to fellow human beings and active participation in society is 
inherent in human life, and so the complete history of volunteering is quite difficult to 
capture clearly. However, since the 1970s the decline and fall of socialist regimes, the 
inadequacies of representative democracy, fiscal problems, the crisis of the welfare 
state, loneliness in the big cities, and globalization, have made civil society increasingly 
important.11 As Anthony Giddens says, "the state has become too small for the big and 
very big for the small problems of life". Thus, the decline of the welfare state and the 
interruption of its securing "Collective good", with the result of constantly emerging 
needs that the traditional social state cannot cover, created the conditions that 
fostered the emergence of Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs). 11,12 
1.1 Civil Society 
The term "civil society" (Giannis, 2002) denotes "the autonomous space between the 
private economy and the official Political institutions of a society, which it inevitably 
completes without substitution, in which the quality and depth of a participatory and 
interdependent democracy is guaranteed and a socially responsible and individually 
independent person, fully aware of the universality of common problems, the locality of 
our collective action, and the perishable moral destiny of each of us, one conscious and 
active not a four-year-old citizen ". 12 
Civil society has such classic bodies (e.g. a statutory organization of volunteers, a social 
movement) and familiar collective behaviors (e.g. demonstrations, volunteer work), as 
well as bodies and events that are not at all formal. Among the reasons for the 
development of civil society we can distinguish: 13 
o The human need for collective action and the interaction of citizens towards 
the end of establishment of voluntary groups striving for the protection of the 
environment, mutual assistance among the sufferers, assistance to vulnerable 
social groups. 
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o The tendency of international organizations (EU, UN, etc.) to adopt new 
practices of consensual character. 
o The crisis of citizens' trust towards traditional representative bodies and 
collective action (e.g. Political parties). 
1.2 Non-Governmental Organizations 
Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are one of the manifestations of civil society 
and according to a definition by Vassilopoulos P. (2006) consist of "any independent, 
non-party, non-profit, voluntary organization belonging to civil society or the social 
economy, developing action on the basis of seeking consensus in the interest of the 
public interest by providing information, demand, social support and knowledge of a 
clearly public interest nature".14 Volunteer organizations require the desire of people 
who want to actively engage in action to improve their quality of life and that of their 
fellow citizens. 15 
No one can ignore the fact that formal organizations (in particular NGOs) have been 
catalytic in the development of civil society; strengthening the capacity of poor 
communities, combating social exclusion, and providing vulnerable groups with the 
means to seek justice, by arming them with power and the ability to communicate 
with the official state. Yet, they have been contested due to problems of sustainability 
and accountability of action (Brundtland Report, 1987) 16 and their general nature. 17 
1.3 Volunteerism 
According to Steven Ott and Dicke (2012), volunteering has been used to refer to 
mutual aid, as when a group of people work together to achieve a common goal. 18 
1.3.1 What is Volunteerism 
Volunteerism, according to the European Voluntary Service, is a means of social 
integration and fulfillment achievement that contributes to the social cohesion by 
creating bonds of trust and solidarity while investing in the social capital 19 It is one of 
the ways with which people coming from all the socio-economic classes and ages can 
contribute to positive development and change, it can be used as a tool promoting 
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active and responsible social participation and the individual’s social networks, while it 
comprises a major power able to reinforce the local development and Civil Society. 
Thus, in an era of ever increasing natural and technological disasters, volunteerism 
acquires significant value by underlying the need for social solidarity and selfless offer 
in the field of civil protection, where the immediate provision of aid during the 
occurrence of emergencies and arduous phenomena is extremely urgent. 
In Greece, the General Secretariat for Civil Protection (GSCP) is responsible for 
maintaining a register which consists of the National Integration Agency of Voluntary 
Organizations (VOs) and Expert Volunteers (EVs). The VOs and EVs are included in the 
human resources pool of civil protection, and are intended to coordinate disaster 
prevention, response and recovery actions as required. 20 
The VOs' Register aims to integrate non-profit legal entities, or unions of persons, as 
well as groups of volunteers who offer their services to the Local Administration, on 
condition that their act of constitution and/or proven record clearly indicates that they 
have been recently engaged in action in the field of civil protection. 
The EVs Register aims to integrate individuals, which due to the nature of their 
professional or scientific employment or proven experience can fully respond to the 
duty of prevention, response and recovery of natural and technological disasters.  
1.3.2 Motivation towards Volunteerism 
Volunteering offers vital help to people in need, worthwhile causes, and the 
community, but the benefits can be even greater for the volunteer. Volunteering and 
helping others can help reduce stress, combat depression, maintain mental 
stimulation, and provide a sense of purpose. 21 While it’s true that the more you 
volunteer, the more benefits you’ll gain, volunteering doesn’t have to involve a long-
term commitment or take a huge amount of time out of an already busy lifestyle. 
Giving in even simple ways can help others, particularly those in need, benefit health 
and instill feelings of happiness.22 
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• Volunteering connects people with each other 
One of the better-known benefits of volunteering is the positive impact on the 
community. Volunteering allows people to connect to their community and make it a 
better place to live in. Even helping out with the simplest tasks can make a difference 
to the lives of people, animals, organizations and everyone in need. Also, volunteering 
is a two-way path: It can benefit people as much as the cause they choose to help. 
Dedicating personal time as a volunteer helps people meet other people, expand their 
social networks, and boost social skills. Undoubtedly, it is an opportunity to make 
friends and strengthen existing relationships when someone commits to a shared 
activity together. It strengthens ties to the community and broadens support 
networks, exposing potential volunteers to people with common interests, 
neighborhood resources, and fulfilling activities. 16 
• Volunteering helps counteract the effects of stress, anger, and anxiety 
The social contact aspect of helping and working with others can have a profound 
effect on individuals’ overall psychological well-being 21 A meaningful connection to 
another person can be a very potent stress-relief stimulus. Working with pets and 
other animals has also been shown to improve mood and reduce anxiety.23 
Volunteering also keeps people in regular contact with others and helps them develop 
a solid support system, which in turn protects them against depression.  By measuring 
hormones and brain activity, researchers have discovered that being helpful to others 
can deliver “immense pleasure”.24 The more we give, the happier we feel. Moreover, 
volunteering can boost self-confidence since people are doing good for others and the 
community, which provides a natural sense of accomplishment. The role as a volunteer 
can also add a sense of identity. And the better someone feels about oneself, the more 
likely they are to have a positive view of life and future plans. 
Since we mentioned above the sense of identity, older adults, especially those who 
have retired can find new meaning and direction in their lives through helping others. 
Whatever the age or life situation, volunteering can distract people from their own 
worries, keep them mentally stimulated, and even instill a new sense of purpose into 
their lives.25 
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• Volunteering helps you stay physically healthy 
Studies have found that those who volunteer have a lower mortality rate than those 
who do not.26 Older volunteers tend to walk more, find it easier to cope with everyday 
tasks, are less likely to develop high blood pressure, and have better thinking skills. 
Volunteering can also lessen symptoms of chronic pain and reduce the risk of heart 
disease.26 People with disabilities or chronic health conditions can still benefit greatly 
from volunteering. In fact, research has shown that adults with disabilities or health 
conditions ranging from hearing and vision loss to heart disease, diabetes or digestive 
disorders all show improvement after volunteering. 26 Whether due to a disability, lack 
of transportation, or time constraints, many people choose to volunteer their time via 
phone or computer. In today's digital age many organizations need help with writing, 
graphic design, email, and other web-based tasks. Some organizations may require the 
volunteer to attend an initial training session or periodical meetings while others can 
be done completely remotely. 
• Volunteering can advance your career 
Volunteering can help individuals gain experience in their area of interest and meet 
people in the field, or even offer opportunities to change one’s career. Volunteering 
provides opportunities to practice important skills used in the workplace, such as 
teamwork, communication, problem solving, project planning, task management, and 
organization. Young professionals can first hone their skills in a volunteer position, feel 
comfortable and confident enough and then apply for another position.  27,28 
Although volunteer work is unpaid, that does not imply that the skills one may acquire 
are basic. Many volunteering opportunities provide extensive training. For example, 
someone could become an experienced crisis counselor while volunteering for a 
women’s shelter. Volunteering can also help us build upon skills we already have and 
use them to benefit the greater community. For instance, if a volunteer holds a 
successful sales position, he can raise awareness for an important cause as a volunteer 
advocate, while further developing and improving skills such as public speaking, 
communication, and marketing skills. 27 
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• Volunteering helps you contribute to common good 
The perceived added value of volunteering for the community is a stronger social 
fabric and a stronger sense of community. Volunteering is a form of civic action, and it 
also contributes to more cohesive communities. Furthermore, volunteering has 
certainly contributed to social Policy goals at national level, especially in terms of social 
cohesion and social inclusion. 3 
Overall, volunteering is a challenging but easy way to explore our interests and 
passions. Doing volunteer work, we find how meaningful and interesting an energizing 
escape from our day-to-day routine of work or family commitments can be. 
Volunteering also provides us with motivation, and vision that can carry over into our 
personal and professional life. Many people volunteer in order to make time for 
hobbies outside of work as well. For instance, if someone has a desk job and yet longs 
to spend time outdoors, one might consider volunteering to help plant a community 
garden or assist at a children's camp. It will likely prove to be a rich and enjoyable 
experience as long as the potential volunteer identifies his/her interests correctly and 
remains committed. 22 
1.3.2 Managing Volunteers 
Effective management of volunteers is an important topic because volunteers are a 
major component of the workforce of many nonprofit organizations.18 There are 
different types of volunteers, characterized by the pattern of their participation, the 
extent of their commitment and their motivations. Based on research made by Sunney 
Shin and Brian Kleiner (2003) there are three major types of volunteers.29 One is what 
they call the spot volunteer, whose participation is casual and episodic. For example, 
an individual may respond to a call for volunteers to help clean up a park or a hiking 
trail – it is a one-day commitment and there is likely enough work to occupy as many 
people as may show up. The effort may not need to be repeated again, at least for 
some time, and there is no special skill required to participate. The second type is the 
regular volunteer, who makes a commitment to the activity and gains a sense of 
gratification and accomplishment from the work. Such volunteer assignments may 
have the formality of regular, paid jobs; there may be job descriptions, clear 
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statements of responsibilities, and specific skills required to perform the work. 
Continuity may be important; for example, those who participate in tutoring programs 
need to be present in every session in order to develop relationships and gain the trust 
of children. In other situations, dependability is essential; for example, volunteer fire 
departments or disaster relief organizations cannot rely on whoever may choose to 
show up on a given occasion. The third type of volunteer that Shin and Kleiner (2003) 
identify is someone who is pressured to volunteer, perhaps by an employer, a peer 
group, or an educational requirement.  Many corporations encourage their employees 
to engage in community service activities as a strategy both for gaining goodwill for 
the company and for building camaraderie among the workforce.29 
Recruitment of volunteers can be a time-consuming or even a costly process, and thus 
it is important for any NGO to have a clear idea of the exact requirements before 
starting the process. For example, the current gaps in the area, activities and skills the 
organization is looking to cover should be stated along with the clarification of a 
minimum time commitment of the volunteers and whether a short- or long-term 
commitment is required. Furthermore, it is essential that new volunteers joining a 
running project to have a senior member of the team to induct and support them. 30 
Ranging from orientation and in-service training to follow-up assessment and post-
volunteer feedback, volunteer support should follow through from the initiation 
phase, until the volunteers’ skills mature. Regardless of the assignment, it is crucial for 
newcomers to receive orientation and be introduced to the organization’s culture and 
operation.31 Basic training may be provided to equip new volunteers with relevant 
skills, knowledge, and job-related know-how. 32 
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Chapter 2. Evolution of NGOs and Volunteerism 
In its early years, organized civil society came to exist and develop essentially as a 
bottom-up, grassroots movement. Occurring primarily in developed nations, citizens 
sensitive to a variety of issues would come together to work on providing relief, 
offering help, and raising awareness of issues around the world. Initially, selected 
causes related to human suffering, poverty, and victims of war were the epicenter of 
effort, but later, environmental issues also became a major part of the agenda. An 
example of said organizations is Oxfam, a UK based organization that started in Britain 
in 1942, campaigning for food provision to women and children in Axis-occupied 
Greece, at the time under Allied blockade. 17,33 Of course, during this early period, not 
many NGOs were created and representatives of organized civil society were not 
present in all countries of the world, not even in the Western world. The process of 
NGO expansion (both in numbers and in size) occurred during the last two decades of 
the twentieth century. As Salamon (1993) puts it, NGOs represent, probably, the most 
significant “social and Political development” of the latter period of the twentieth 
century. During the 1990s, many new NGOs were created across the world, as public 
funding from national governments and multilateral agencies responsible for the 
distribution of official development assistance (e.g. the World Bank) began to increase. 
Rademacher and Tamang (1993) highlight the increase of NGOs in Nepal: from just 220 
in 1990, they surpassed 1,200 after just 3 years due to a donor “spending spree”. In 
Bangladesh, more NGOs were created during the first half of the 1990s than ever 
before, while in Tunisia NGO numbers more than tripled from the early to the mid-
1990s. Even in developed parts of the world, the number of NGOs significantly 
increased during the same decade. In Spain, organized civil society thrived during the 
1990s, partly due to an increase in public funding. In Greece, the creation of HellasAid 
in 1999 (an agency of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs responsible for ODA) led to 
the subsequent creation of an NGO registry with approximately 600 Greek NGOs (2007 
data)—many of which did not exist prior to this agency. 17 
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2.1 Core issues of NGOs 
The issues of effectiveness, sustainability, funding and public engagement are pivotal 
in determining the relative success or lack thereof of any NGO.34 These basic 
components constitute essential building blocks both for the international NGOs 
coordinating major operations requiring interventions worldwide, and the much 
smaller, national and local initiatives aiming at more limited objectives, and active at 
country or community level with a narrower scope of action. The reasons are quite 
evident, as any NGO initiative requires public engagement to ensure acceptance, wider 
support to its stated cause(s) and mandate, access to the field and to resources, 
volunteers and possibly public and crowd funding to operate. Securing major funding 
from institutional donors in order to expand activities also requires systematic effort 
and concessions to the requirements of the donors themselves. Effectiveness and 
sustainability of action are necessary to ensure that an NGO can justify and continue 
its operation while growing in capacity, experience and resilience to overcome 
challenges throughout time. The 4 aspects are directly and indirectly interconnected 
not so much in a circle, but in a matrix form, with each one balancing and interacting 
with the others. Any NGO organization has to maintain such a balance in a point of 
equilibrium suitable for its mandate, activities, form and structure. This is an arduous 
task, and the required balance is precarious at times.  
As such, further analysis of past and current views on effectiveness and sustainability 
of action, funding and public engagement is deemed highly relevant in identifying 
successful trends and concepts, correlate them with common practices in the sector 
and derive conclusions for the NGO and volunteering scene in Greece.  
2.1.1 Effectiveness and Sustainability on Action 
                                                                                    
                                                                                              Dictum Factum  
                                                                                                                  Unknown Roman 
 
At first glance, the concepts of effectiveness and sustainability of NGO action may 
seem out of place. The two concepts, although quite intuitive by themselves, are 
rather elusive in terms of definition, having a wide selection of interpretations in 
different fields of human activity. These range from strict, austere mathematical 
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formulation in physics and engineering to more abstract definitions in socioeconomic 
studies and even art. It can be said, that each discipline adopts a definition that suits 
its nature and purposes, but with NGOs spanning all strata of human thought and 
activity, a unique, consistent definition is hard to find. The definition of effectiveness 
has to be derived from the divergent perspectives of many stakeholders, and many of 
the services that nonprofit organizations provide can be intangible and/or hard to 
quantify.18 
Especially in the humanitarian field, NGOs have for decades leveraged the strong 
images of impoverished and/or persecuted populations for reasons related to 
fundraising, raising public awareness, shaping social perception, leveraging support, 
and recruiting, among other ends. In return, the wider public often identifies NGO 
action with emergency relief of populations in need in remote locations, hard hit from 
natural disasters and/or armed conflict. 35 In such circumstances during emergency 
relief efforts, it is difficult to define criteria and measurable concepts that will –in turn– 
define the effectiveness and sustainability of the effort itself. Gathering data can also 
be challenging, and different actions and locations may well require different 
approaches, based on geography, societal standards and religious beliefs. Finally, the 
concepts of operational effectiveness and sustainability do not readily coalesce with 
the traditional public perceptions of donating. On a personal and collective level, this 
gesture is often identified as an act of largess, as a charity of sorts as opposed to an 
activity from which one expects to benefit, and as such, one may well be much laxer 
on matters of accountability, effectiveness, and sustainability. On the other hand, 
major donors often expect specific outcomes from a donation within predetermined 
timeframes, and even earmark funds for specific interventions based on their own 
motives and criteria. This de facto limits and channels actions, in order to ensure 
completion of set, short-term objectives, which in turn will secure more funding. As a 
result, effectiveness and long-term sustainability of interventions can be adversely 
impacted, despite the best intentions of NGOs and volunteers, leading to a vicious 
circle that propagates instead of alleviating need of the affected population, and 
nullifying any exit strategy.   
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Sustainability in humanitarian action is by definition difficult to achieve, as most 
humanitarian organizations strive to alleviate suffering and improve living conditions 
and prospects of their beneficiaries -whoever those may be- through short term 
interventions.16 Supporting populations in this way, and often under adverse 
conditions (armed conflict, natural disasters, destabilized states with little or no 
societal cohesion and functional institutions, remote locations, etc) is not conducive to 
sustainability, which is itself a longer-term concept. Development agencies are more 
conscious of effectiveness and sustainability, as their objectives focus in longer 
timeframes, but require more stable conditions to operate, while also facing more 
restrictions in terms of funding and mandate of operation.16 As Philip Tamminga 
highlighted in 2011, theoretically, humanitarian interventions should be short in 
length, focusing on immediate threats on lives and pronounced suffering, in contexts 
of outmost stress and evident crisis, and well beyond the local means of response and 
coping mechanisms. The traditional humanitarian mentality is to focus on the crisis 
and the immediate needs of those affected, respond in a rapid and impartial way – 
often employing international aid distribution – and avoid any correlation with Politics 
or other agendas, foreign or domestic. Quite in the opposite fashion, the development 
paradigm dictates longer term concerted efforts, designed to root out deeper causes, 
such as poverty and illiteracy, promote economic growth, and bridge social gaps. Long 
term change is the ultimate goal, with restructuring at a national level and capacity 
building being the focus. Any assistance provided is usually through local channels and 
may well have a Political component, taking into account the priorities of multiple 
stakeholders and their distinct interests in the development effort and outcome. Aid 
delivery is in this case a means to an end, rather than the end itself.16 
The 1987 Brundtland report (Our Common Future, UN 1987) is widely considered to be 
the datum point of the ongoing discussion looking at ways to adopt an integrated 
approach, taking into account short term emergency response needs and longer-term 
development efforts, while also looking at ways to institute and uphold organization 
and donor accountability.16,36 Such a non-traditional approach was derived from field 
experience showing that the philosophical and programmatic divide between the two 
approaches was rather oversimplified, short-sighted and could lead to failures as 
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highlighted in disasters ranging from Hurricane Mitch in 1998 in Central America, to 
Haiti hurricanes in 2009 and earthquake in 2010, 16 but also in the decades-long 
chronic humanitarian crises of Sudan and South Sudan, Somalia, Colombia, 
Afghanistan 37 and even further back in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s recurring crises of 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) and Central African Republic (CAR).  
2.1.2 Funding 
                                                                   “Money makes the world go round…” 
                                          Liza Minelli and Joel Grey – 1972 
All nonprofit organizations start with high hopes and aspirations, on a mission to make 
their mark and bring good upon the world. The immediate debacle is invariably on how 
to materialize these goals, take action and finance the organization.18 Funds are a 
limited and competitive resource; organizations without permanent sources of funding 
must oblige to accommodate the preferences and conditions of prospective donors. 
This often leads to the necessity to effectively bargain with devils and angels alike, and 
constitutes the defining crucible for nonprofit management. The core dilemma 
revolves around the pivotal question in every nonprofit budget and strategic plan: How 
does any institution raise adequate funds to realize its mid and long-term goals while 
also struggling for existence?18 This is a constant challenge and has often shaped and 
re-shaped organizations, defining their structure, focus, vision, goals and mandate, 
even leading to major changes in size, direction, strategy, and naming/branding of 
NGOs based on sources and availability of funding, and what concessions management 
is willing to make or not in order to secure the required funds. This is due to the fact 
that the donor community often attaches conditions and utilizes targeted funding, 
widely referred to as “earmarking funds” in an effort to enact increased accountability 
and effective management of funds from the part of grantees. As the amount of funds 
of any donor is by definition finite, allocators try to focus on funding activities and 
projects that are more likely to work based on prior experience, seeking the “biggest 
bang for the buck” by pooling the money available to this narrow set of activities. In 
effect, this is a major limitation for NGOs, and the reason why the type of funding is as 
important as the funds themselves.18 An earmarked donation is not nearly as flexible - 
 -18- 
thus useful - to the grantee as an unrestricted one, and the reason why many NGOs 
have limits on the amount and type of funding they accept. Even more so, a one-off 
contribution, sometimes referred to as a “gift”, is not as useful as a steady flow of 
funding on a monthly or yearly basis. The latter allow for flexibility and greater 
autonomy, better planning of operations and activities, and enacting management in a 
more structured manner, without time and additional direct and indirect costs. This 
ultimately contributes greatly towards sustainability, and building the profile of any 
NGO through upholding its mandate and vision, without constantly stretching to 
ensure that fundraising will generate adequate money flow in order to survive.18 
A common misconception is that fundraising consists of simply asking for money for a 
good cause. The existence of trained professionals that fundraise for a living testifies to 
the manifest oversimplification of the belief. The complete fundraising process 
contains several functions: Research, Planning, Cultivation, Solicitation, Stewardship 
and Evaluation, with many sub-segments such as Donor Environment Analysis, SWOT 
Analysis, concise and frequent Reporting, and Relationship Building.18 The process of 
fundraising is non-linear, in the sense that each phase is never truly over, even if the 
outcome has been met. For example, research and prospecting of donor opportunities 
is never truly over, and may continue as the other phases of the process are 
encountered. Or a meeting may be set up purely in the process of a prospect inquiry, 
but it may end in agreeing on a pledge for a donation if the discussion evolves fast. 
This is especially true as the fundraiser pursues building a personal relationship with 
prospective donors, making the process both art and science.18 Cultivation, Solicitation 
and Stewardship are delicate phases with many different aspects, aiming to continue 
and develop engagement, highlight the potential benefits (including financial) to the 
grantee and the donor alike from continuing funding support, and offer recognition, 
information and interaction to ensure continued commitment from donors 
respectively.18 Henry Rosso advised fundraisers to see donors like investors as early as 
1991,18 striving to show them the return of their investment and build public trust with 
frequent and concise reporting. Reporting is also an opportunity for an organization to 
show accountability, win over skeptics and earn fuel for future support. It is vital to use 
every opportunity to inform donors of how vital they are to success, even if reporting 
 -19- 
can be time-consuming and take time away from the actual fundraising process.  A 
new trend is online fundraising, often coupled with crowd funding. Having started 
mostly after 2010, it is poised to surpass direct mail in the coming years, but the 
transition has been slow.18 Despite this, major NGOs are managing to attract multi-
billion USD sums from small individual online donations, changing the paradigm of 
fundraising and introducing new levels of financial autonomy. 38,39 
Médecins Sans Frontiers, also known as Doctors without Borders, rejected EU funding 
in 2016 in protest of the EU migrant deal, and clarified that the organization would use 
other available – specified as emergency – funds.  This was a radical step resulting in 
the loss of millions of funding that however showed the conviction of MSF to its beliefs 
and provided publicity for them, concreting them in the conscience of the public as an 
uncompromising, major operator in the humanitarian field.40,41 
2.1.3 Public Engagement 
One equal temper of heroic hearts, 
Made weak by time and fate, but strong in will 
To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield.                                                        
                                                                   Ulysses, Tennyson – 1833   
 
Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) have been increasingly recognized as 
important actors in social, Political, and economic development for a number of 
years.42 Increased interest in NGOs is partially due to increasing awareness of state 
limitations as a force ushering development, but also due to perception of local civic 
activism as a critical component of Political and economic evolution, and widely 
disseminated successes of some development NGOs in improving the quality of life for 
indigenous populations. The evolution of civil societies – or subsectors like 
development NGOs – has been greatly debated for decades across different 
disciplines. Certain analysts focus on macro-level forces to explain the constitution and 
essence of civil societies, such as Political scientists that frame their evolution as a 
response to the state and its power over its citizens. Economists tie their evolution to 
social response to unmet demands or market failures.42 Other analysts have focused 
on the role of values and ideological commitments in the mobilization of resources, 
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and others argue that the evolution of nonprofit, nongovernmental sectors can be 
seen as the local proliferation of models first seen in national organizations or that 
successive generations of NGOs are produced through increased experience and 
knowhow in specific activities and interventions. Over time, the sophistication and 
scope of those activities increases and the NGOs evolve based on successful examples. 
Whichever scope one adopts, it can be safely said that the character and evolution of 
the sector is subject to - and largely the result of - intricate interactions of social, 
economic, and Political forces acting in the long term.42 However, specific causes can 
have great impact in the shorter term, as has been seen in the bouts of new NGO 
incorporations in the wake of humanitarian crises and consequent emergence of 
relevant funding flows. The numerous examples of African conflicts, the Bosnian 
conflict, and more recently the large European immigration flows from 2013 to present 
have all led to the spawn of dozens of new NGOs in the affected areas, albeit not 
always with the best results.43,44,45 
It can be argued that whereas NGOs were once considered as altruistic groups whose 
aim was to impartially influence public Policy devoid of vested interests, this view has 
been changing in recent times. In recent times, NGOs are often seen as groups that 
prioritize their own agendas or that respond to the interests of their donors, patrons, 
and members rather than to those of vulnerable groups. The Politics of NGOs in the 
current transforming globalized world are a matter of much controversy, and it can be 
said that numerous NGOs are equally a part of national and international Politics as 
any other pressure group and that their practices and activities are often at odds with 
advancing the concepts of betterment of society or even common good. 43,44,45,46 In 
fact the presence of NGOs may well lead or encourage corruption phenomena, and 
founding an NGO is often seen purely as an enterprising venture in societies 
experiencing long term economic woes. 4 
One cannot help but to consider the reasons for the manifest discrepancy highlighted 
above. If NGO activities indeed have a positive impact worldwide, why are so many 
crises around the world not resolved until now? Even if we accept that humanitarian 
effort will never be able to cover all the needs – a logical proposition in itself – why is 
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the number of NGOs increasing on a global scale, instead of decreasing as an ever-
larger portion of the overall needs are gradually met as a result of NGO activity, and 
the humanitarian situation improves? If NGOs indeed are contributing positively to 
societies, why has their public perception deteriorated over time and the same 
societies appear reserved with regards to their function and role? According to the 
PE2020 Toolkit on Public Engagement with Science, a Eurobarometer poll performed in 
2013 shows signs of distrust among Europeans towards NGOs. Among the 
respondents, 59% think that Europe needs NGOs, but 41% are dismissive of them and 
believe the there are other means for influencing decision-making. PE2020 also 
identified lack of representativeness as a critical issue, as NGO leaders interact more 
and more among themselves and other stakeholders, thus insulating the organizations 
from societal needs and beliefs. Certain new risks to NGOs due to diffusion of Public 
Engagement, lack of resources and capacity, lack of common goals, and intractable 
conflicts with scientists are also identified as critical issues.10 The ever-present issues 
of accountability, effectiveness and sustainability of action in their different forms, 
relevant criteria, and required balance thereof also stand out. 43  
The conclusion may well be that in order to maintain its relevance and standing, the 
NGO sector must redouble efforts on interacting equitably with the societies they aim 
to support and operate in, synchronize with the accountability, transparency, and 
effectiveness requirements of the modern era, and change/adjust operational 
paradigms of past times, to better address the needs of constituents, instead of mere 
passive beneficiaries.48 In the past, the sector has proven capable of evolution and 
change, as was seen in the widespread transition from “charities” to “NGOs” in the 
20th century.    
2.2 Volunteerism in Greece 
According to a study on ‘’Volunteering in the European Union’’ conducted in 201049, 
volunteering cannot be characterized as a concept widely practiced by Greek 
communities. Historically, the characteristics that dominated Greek civil society were: 
- A strong intervention of the State and the Orthodox Church in the provision of social 
services;  
 -22- 
- Weak government support towards non-governmental organizations (NGOs);  
- A largely individualist society dependent on strong family ties; 
In recent years, however, a new wave of volunteering has begun to unfold in Greece. 
This is due to the gradual but continuous transformation of the Greek society in its 
totality. Literature attests to an increase in the number of non-profit and volunteer 
organizations being created, and an increase in the participation of citizens in 
voluntary activities. The level of participation in, and recognition of non-governmental 
organizations has increased significantly and this is reflected in certain government 
initiatives aiming to clarify the legislative and institutional framework of voluntary 
organizations.50 
2.2.1 Selected NGOs in Greece 
Upon visiting the subject of NGOs, volunteerism and donation, it soon becomes clear 
that some criteria must in turn be set forth in order to limit the scope of one’s study to 
a manageable range. The range of NGOs’ activities in the modern world is immense, 
and as such, it would be impossible to even identify trends and patterns, let alone 
pinpoint issues of interest and analyze them to extract tangible conclusions.  
In our case, the answer to the need for selection criteria while mitigating observer 
effect has been the conscious decision to limit the scope of the present work to 
organizations that aim to the betterment of society through specific action, excluding 
think tanks and opinion/pressure/Political movement groups. The organizations 
selected for further study had to have a defined, proclaimed mandate or statute 
specifying their goals, means of achieving them, and scope of action. They would also 
need to bear some form of accreditation or recognition of service, either formal, such 
as a decree or prize from competent authorities for their activities, or through public 
recognition of action for a considerable period of time, spanning at least 5 years. 
Furthermore, effort was made to include a diverse selection of NGOs, and not just limit 
the study to the numerous, yet very similarly oriented NGOs engaged in traditional 
relief/support functions, or the larger, most prestigious and recognizable NGOs 
broadly promoted in national media, as it would lead to a skewed, non-random sample 
that would fail the conundrum of representativeness. In the same spirit, no 
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discrimination was made on scope of action, background, affiliation(s), sources o 
funding, practices or beliefs of any NGO. Finally, the obvious criteria of budget size, 
numbers of volunteers/staff, or numbers of constituents/beneficiaries served were 
disregarded, as affecting them would impose bias and not reflect the realities, 
challenges and opportunities faced by the NGO sector in Greece as a whole.  
Finally, this has been a conscious attempt for grassroots, critical study of the sector in 
Greece, rather than an attempt of sanctification or promotion of activities. It was thus 
attempted to have a diverse study sample, while also limiting distortions imposed by 
unnecessary biases, either those of the researcher or those of the wider public. Many 
preeminent prior studies have focused on the structures, activities and operational 
aspects of the larger, well known, broadly promoted and endorsed NGOs active in 
Greece, and while their data, analysis, and conclusions were closely considered, a 
mere repetition or validation of their findings was not in the scope of the present 
work. 
 
i.Nina Service Dogs. An organization certified by the International Association of 
Canine Professionals, a member of the European Guide Dog Federation and a certified 
training NGO by Higgs. This is a nonprofit organization which trains and provides 
service dogs to children with visible and nonvisible disabilities. On occasion, they 
provide service dogs for adults with disabilities and elderly people with dementia.51 
They also provide highly specialized trained service dogs for group sessions targeting 
groups of individuals affected by similar conditions. The organization’s vision is to 
improve the quality of life of children, adults and elderly people and their families. 
As an NGO they strive to integrate the following core values in every aspect of their 
activities: 
Education. They work to educate the Greek public on this alternative method of 
helping to improve the lives of children, adults and elderly people with disabilities. 
They aim to foster this approach starting with the youngest generation so that they 
understand the value of animals and the importance of service dogs. 
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Compassion. They aim to empower children, adults and elderly people with disabilities 
to live a life which is as normal as possible.  
Confidence. Service dogs instill confidence in children. Interaction teaches them what 
they are capable of, and helps them with their social abilities. The organization 
believes that children with service dogs tend to be prouder, more active, and more 
willing to participate in activities with their peers.  
Friendship. The aim is for the service dog to become the new best friend and confidant 
of the child receiving therapy. More than this, the dog will help the child step out of 
their comfort zone and create new friendships.  
The organization often needs the support and voluntary work of speech therapists, 
psychiatrists, psychologists, physiotherapists, occupational therapists, graphic 
designers, photographers and people who are willing to participate in actions of the 
organization, so there is always room for participation and contribution by individuals.  
 
ii. Aegean Team. The Aegean Team52 consciously chose to support communities of so 
called ‘’forgotten’’, remote islands of the Aegean archipelago through diverse 
interventions. The organization operates on a voluntary basis, through the self-
determination of its members and friends, and the spirit of fellowship that governs it. 
Its activities are divided into humanitarian, social, environmental and cultural missions 
in the Aegean islands and other activities and events in support of the team’s goals. 
The NGO often employs open top Rigid Hull Inflatable Boats (RHIBs) for their 
transportation, in order to be able to reach even the most remote islands, regardless 
of weather conditions and ship connections.   
The mandate/mission of the Aegean Team includes, but is not limited to: 
- Construction of 5x5 football fields, playgrounds, school multipurpose areas, indoor 
gymnasiums. 
- Donations of diverse educational, pedagogical, cultural, entertainment and sports 
materiel for schools (such as school furniture, books, toys, musical instruments, sports 
equipment, computer and fax equipment, fax machines, projectors, photocopiers, 
- Organization of artistic performances of shadow puppetry theater, music concerts. 
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- Provision of gratuitous preventive medical examinations and treatment for the 
inhabitants of such remote islands. Medical services are supported by the medical 
department of the Team, which boasts over 15 medical specialties: Pathology, 
Cardiology, Gynecology, Obstetrics, Orthopedics and Child Orthopedics, Oncology, 
Pulmonology, Dentistry, Neurology, Mental Support, Dermatology, Urology, General 
and Plastic Surgery, Vascular Surgery and Microbiology for adults and children. In the 
course of their activities the team transports and installs all necessary medical 
equipment, including sophisticated technological means, such as medical instruments, 
modern portable diagnostic machines, recorders, etc, as well as medical consumables 
for all supported medical specialties. The provision of medical services remains the 
most publicized type of intervention for the NGO.  
In 2014, the organization was awarded by the Association of European Journalists the 
‘’Personality 2014’’ award for their great medical and social offer. Furthermore, in 
2015 the NGO was awarded by the Greek Regional Directorate of South Aegean.52 
 
iii. Sxedia stin Poli (Raft in the City). It is a nonprofit, non-governmental organization 
that was created in Thessaloniki, Greece in 199953 and has been active ever since. Its 
mandate focuses on supporting underprivileged children and adolescents through 
voluntary programs, promoting the ideals of volunteering, solidarity, respect and 
tolerance among people. They make efforts to promote alternative forms of learning 
through artistic performances, experiential learning, the cooperative process, 
educational games, and stress the value of non-formal learning through activities such 
as artistic performances and educational games.  
Sxedia stin Poli also organizes awareness raising actions in Thessaloniki on issues of 
social racism and child protection, proposes original educational programs and 
promotes the idea of volunteering. Τhe NGO team consists of more than 50 volunteer 
members that actively engage in activities and offer gratuitous multifaceted support to 
the NGO.53 
The group’s stated vision is making the city of Thessaloniki a more humane place 
where young people can feel creative instead of trapped in everyday life. The 
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organization’s vision also encompasses a more tolerant and just society, with respect 
for human rights and diversity.53 
 
iv. MOm- The Hellenic Society for the Study and Protection of the Monk seal is a Greek 
non–governmental environmental organization with the legal status of a nonprofit 
association.54 MOm is active in the field of protection and promotion of the coastal 
and marine environment of Greece, with the primary objective of ensuring the 
protection of the Mediterranean monk seal, which is the only seal species found in the 
Mediterranean Sea and the most endangered seal on a global level. 
The financial resources of MOm originate from the memberships of their 
supporters, donations from private entities, selected partnerships with 
national, European and international bodies, and from nationally and European-
funded programs. MOm is subject to regular financial auditing 
by Certified Public Accountants – Auditors.54 
2.2.2 Corporate Volunteering 
In the context of Corporate Social Responsibility, as we often see and hear from large 
corporations, there are various actions, usually in charity or sponsorship, with the 
ultimate goal of companies, society, and the environment ideally forming an 
interrelated set. Through these actions and the benefits that each participant derives, 
corporate volunteering practices are some of the most prominent. 
In the last few years marked by the Greek economic crisis, there has been a noted 
increase in volunteering, perhaps due to the increased visibility of human suffering as 
unemployment rates in Greece soared, and very few were left untouched by the 
effects of the crisis. In this light, public perception of need increased leading in turn to 
a shift towards a mentality of social contribution, thus devoting time and effort to a 
worthy cause.3 
Corporate volunteering is a key element of corporate social responsibility and allows 
employees to offer and develop their skills and competences, to collaborate and to 
truly feel part of a team. The actions involving employees focus mainly on the pillars of 
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Society and the Environment. Such actions may be gathering food, cooperation with 
Non-Profit Organizations (NGOs) and agencies to organize actions, help organizations 
that do not have the means and staff to cope with their work, and other actions. 
Corporations make a point of promoting such activities broadly using media channels, 
which leads to positive exposure for the NGOs – if any are involved – and of course for 
the firms themselves, as part of their marketing strategies.  
 Examples of corporate volunteering in Greece 
In July 2014, the Diageo company carried out two voluntary actions supporting the 
NGO "The Ark of the World" in Athens by offering its employees for tree planting and 
painting of its summer camp, while the employees of the branch in Thessaloniki 
supported "The Smile of the Child” through cleaning and painting of its yard.55 
Another example is the participation of "Alpha Bank" in the campaign of "Mesogeios 
Network" during 2015 for the cleaning of coastal areas of Greece, which led to the 
cleaning of five Greek coasts from debris and litter. 56 
A cooperative action among companies is that of TNT, which collaborated with 
Kellogg's and NGO QualityNet Foundation as part of the program "Morning Meals for 
Better Day". This program took place in 2014-2015 in the regions of Attica and 
Thessaloniki to provide breakfast to children whose family income placed them below 
the poverty line. 57 
2.3 New Technologies in the service of volunteerism 
The contribution of modern technologies in disseminating the message of 
volunteerism has led to developing, among others, a number of web platforms and 
applications.  Volunteering applications and platforms can largely support digital social 
innovation by harnessing the power of citizen crowdsourcing, and the immediate 
interaction capability.58Cities can thus enhance public awareness and utilize resources 
towards a more effective and responsive co-sharing and co-creation.58 Major cities 
worldwide (like New York, London, Shanghai and Athens) have already taken 
advantage of such digital tools and have supported the design and development of 
platforms easily accessible by citizens via Web browser interfaces.  
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2.3.1 Developing Volunteering Platforms 
In London, ‘’Team London’’ offers a range of features (crowdsourcing, dynamic 
volunteering content indication, popular social media and online map tools). Its most 
prominent features are the visual support for volunteering events, and their graphical 
representations of volunteering actions which further facilitate citizens searching. 
‘’NYC Service’’, developed in New York, is quite similar both in visual and functional 
aspects. ‘’Hands On’’, developed in Shanghai, is a platform offering a unique feature in 
the form of a calendar at which all registered volunteering events are organized over 
the different time periods. This helps potential volunteers search and seek events 
based on a timeline. Such features characterize effective and attractive volunteering 
platforms capable of supporting emergent online social innovation on a shared virtual 
space.59 In 2015 the Informatics Department of the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki 
developed the ‘’Vol4All’’platform, to provide citizens, volunteers and organizations 
with the right tools and motivation to create a global voluntary network based on the 
continuous interaction between activities’ organizers and the participants. The 
‘’Vol4All’’ platform was inspired by earlier volunteering platform implementations, 
with a focus on the ones active in large scale in major cities. Such earlier platforms 
include features which primarily utilize graphical user interfaces, and support similar 
core functions (e.g. search for volunteering opportunities, seek volunteers, registering 
as a volunteer, etc).60 
Another platform developed in Athens is the ‘’Ethelon’’ as a result of the collaboration 
of two non-governmental non-profit organizations, Volunteer4Greece and GloVo-
Global Volunteers Platform, with the common aim of uniting their forces to strengthen 
the culture of volunteering in Greece. ‘’Ethelon’’ is the reference point for 
volunteering, bringing together volunteer candidates, civil society actors and the 
corporate world. The organization's core values are: Reliability, Solidarity, 
Transparency, Teamwork, Evolution, Excitement and Mission. The “Ethelon” platform 
reportedly focuses on association, training and mobilization of volunteers and 
organizations for the purpose of social actions, strengthening of the culture of 
volunteering, and the emergence of diverse ways of offering time, mood and skills.61 
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The above are a few examples of the many online platforms that are available around 
the world. All these tools increase the momentum of volunteering efforts worldwide 
by developing a social network that helps nonprofits, communities, and volunteers 
coordinate and promote their efforts. Beyond providing a listing of opportunities some 
platforms offer a social space where people and organizations can connect and share 
ideas. The defining challenge is for the community of volunteers, authorities, 
innovative companies, and organizations to remain active, maintain relevance, and 
continue evolving in conjunction with societies and needs, so as to maximize positive 
impact. 
2.4 Research on the subject of Volunteering in Greece 
In 2008, 100 individuals aged 18-30 in the Prefecture of Heraklion, were asked whether 
they were in favor of volunteering and if so, how much time they spent on voluntary 
work. Although everyone understood the positive concept of voluntary work, the 
majority of them honestly replied that they had offered little or no work at all (Vasilaki 
et al., 2008).62 
Based on a sample of 500 persons interviewed in Thessaloniki in 2010, the two most 
recognizable and appreciable nonprofit organizations were the “Smile of the Child” 
and “Ithaki”, active in the fields of child protection and substances abuse, respectively. 
The majority of the questions result in the “Child of the Smile” to be the most renown 
nonprofit organization due to its massive promotion via successful communication 
campaigns (Zontou, 2010).63 
The ability of non-governmental organizations operating in Greece to respond to the 
needs of economically disadvantaged people in the light of the economic crisis was 
studied by Papastefanou in 2014.64 The aim was to conduct a study to look into the 
situation and the degree of response of the most important NGOs active in the Greek 
area, providing help to the impoverished. According to the findings, NGOs did not 
seem to have difficulty coping with the challenges despite of the restricted donations  
Α group of 100 students in the area of Florina were interviewed on the matter of 
volunteering during the economic crisis in the frame of research made by Magnisali in 
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2014.65 NGOs’ good practices have been analyzed and discussed by Koutsaftis 2016, 
concluding that their work is highly dependent on their members. Appropriate 
strategic planning is also necessary to bring the desired results to the society.66 
Pouayien and Lori in 2017 initially made reference to the concepts of civil society, 
volunteering, the action plan and the governance models of NGOs. They then analyzed 
the social dimension of marketing, described the plan of action of support services and 
the process of finding corporate resources. Finally, they referred to the marketing plan 
and timetables of the “Praksis” NGO as well as to its sustainable development 
objectives and plans.67 Overall, the majority of the above research in the field of NGOs 
and volunteerism in Greece was conducted before 2016. Inevitably their findings were 
not affected by – or included – the increase of challenges faced by the Greek society 
since, including migration flows through Greece until today, the continuation of the 
economic crisis that started in 2010 and the continuing corresponding economic 
hardship for considerable segments of the Greek public. The present work aims at 
exploring the current perceptions and views of the Greek public regarding NGOs and 
volunteerism in the Greek contemporary context as of 2018. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 
The scope of the present work was to explore and analyze the attitude of the Greek 
public towards volunteering and donations to NGOs active in Greece in a wide range of 
fields, from taking care of sick children to protecting the environment and animals. To 
this end primary research was conducted through means of an online questionnaire. 
3.1 Research Questions 
Following study and analysis of the literature review as outlined in previous chapters, a 
number of recurring themes and issues on NGOs and volunteerism emerged, namely 
the capability of NGOs to connect with the societies they are active in, mobilize – and 
interact with – them on intellectual and material levels (public engagement) ; the 
practices of NGOs, including management practices, and how these affect the degree 
that NGOs are accepted by and integrated in communities and population groups; the 
interconnected web between effectiveness, sustainability, funding, and public 
engagement, as parameters that at times align and at times conflict with each other; 
and finally, adaptability of organizations and its relation to the relative success or not 
of the goals of the organization and ultimately, its own success or failure in the mid- to 
long-term.  
From the above themes, the main research objectives of the present research were 
deducted, as an interim stage of transition between more generic themes to 
formulating specific questions, whose answers would allow us to derive tangible, 
measurable results for further analysis and discussion. The final research objectives 
that were the product of the above process were as follows: 
• Investigate the hypothesis of whether gender, age, employment status and 
family income affect the personal attitude and views of each participant with 
regards to volunteering and NGOs. 
• Identify and analyze reasons limiting participation in volunteering efforts in 
Greece. 
• Explore general sentiment about NGOs in Greece. 
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• Explore public views and criteria related to prioritization of needs, and which 
activity field is perceived to be in greater need of being supported by NGOs. 
• Investigate whether people are familiar with selected NGOs in Greece. 
From the above 5 research objectives, the 15 questions with some sub questions of 
the online survey were produced, in order to attain the final results in the form of 
answers from the survey participants and proceed with analysis, discussion and 
conclusions. 
3.2 Sources of Data 
Initially, in order to determine what information should be collected, bibliographical 
sources were thoroughly studied and summarized. Through this initial phase, the 
objectives of the survey emerged, as did all the relevant information to be collected for 
the study of the subject under consideration. 
The research method used to conduct the survey employed an online questionnaire. 
The study of the results was based on quantitative research methods. The reason that 
led to the selected means of data collection was mainly the requirement for a diverse, 
adequately sized sample number, and a method capable of clearly capturing 
information relevant to the areas selected for further analysis. Therefore, the most 
appropriate and effective tool for the present primary research was a questionnaire, 
both from the perspective of data collection, and that of analysis and discussion of the 
results. 
Regarding the sample of respondents, the questionnaire was available to anyone with 
access to the internet, therefore the sample was random. However, people up to the 
age of 45, whom one can easily consider them as more computer-literate than older 
people, represented a large percentage of the answers collected. Gender 
representation was crucial and thus, the questionnaire was primarily circulated in 
venues as gender-neutral as possible (e.g. university) in order to satisfy this 
requirement. Although the survey was conducted online, an additional – yet necessary 
– criterion of residence was added, in order to ensure that only answers from 
respondents living permanently in Greece would be taken into account. This restriction 
ensured that only the views of residents exposed to the local dynamics, reality and 
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perceptions would be taken into account, ensuring relevance and proper 
representation of our study sample. To increase the relevance of derived conclusions 
further, the participants were asked to consider a time period equal to the last 3 years 
in answering the questions, and not further in the past. 
The questionnaire was shared with approximately 1000 individuals utilizing email lists 
available and social media groups. Of those, the final sample size of the online survey 
collected was equal to 131 responses.  Some of the responses were excluded due to 
ambiguity in answers (i.e. answering negatively on past voluntary service, but also 
providing information on past voluntary service experience, etc) or in cases of 
respondents answering positively with regards to past voluntary service but referring 
to sports, cultural or arts organizations and events out of the scope of the present 
essay. Thus, the final number of responses for analysis was equal to 116. 
3.3 Configuration and completion of questionnaire 
The main objectives of the research, as they were identified above, dictated the 
thematic axes on which the survey questionnaire was based.  These axes were: 
Part A 
-Questions 1-5, which are related to the attitude of respondents towards volunteering 
and donations.  
-Questions 6-15 which are related to respondents’ beliefs about NGOs in Greece. 
Part B 
 -Demographics. 
All questions were formed based on the research questions, as these were outlined in 
the Methodology section of the present essay, with the ultimate goal of exploring 
different aspects of public sentiment and opinion regarding the subjects discussed and 
analyzed in the present work.   
The majority of the questions employed were "closed-ended" questions, with 
predetermined answers in advance, so that the respondent would be encouraged to 
provide answers on the relevant research topics and avoid excessive deviations. In 
addition to these, certain "open-ended" questions were used, without any limitation 
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on the answer given by each respondent to provide the necessary freedom to capture 
meaningful answers. The complete questionnaire structure was formalized following 
consideration of the theoretical portion of the study and literature on the subject, and 
the questions were phrased so as to derive useful answers to the subjects investigated. 
A target of a minimum 100 completed surveys was set, in order to ensure adequate 
statistical sample size and relevance. The final sample size was equal to 116 valid 
completed surveys, surpassing the target set.   
3.4 Processing 
Microsoft Excel and Google Documents software applications were extensively utilized 
to achieve efficient results collection, storage, management and analysis. Following the 
online completion of the questionnaire by respondents on Google Documents 
application, results were electronically collected and the responses were transformed 
into bar and pie-charts using the features and functions of the Microsoft Excel 
software package. The next step was to create pivot tables, calculate the mean 
averages of data in the selected data groups, and subsequently perform the analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) to test initial hypotheses with SPSS software.68 
The one-way ANOVA method utilized to test Hypotheses compares the mean averages 
of responses to the same question, between different demographic groups, and 
determines whether any of those mean averages are statistically significantly different 
from each other. Thus, we can mathematically test the null Hypotheses we set in order 
to explore the existence or not of any correlations between extrinsic factors of our 
group sample (demographics) and the results obtained in total. In simple terms, we 
were able to mathematically test for significant biases among the different age, 
gender, income, and occupation groups in our study sample. According to the results 
obtained, significant bias was evident for some of the questions or Hypotheses tested. 
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Chapter 4. Data Analysis 
Primary research was conducted in the form of an online questionnaire, distributed 
electronically with a focus on analyzing the perceptions, general sentiment and 
practices of the Greek public with regards to NGOs and volunteering. In this chapter, 
the results of the questionnaire are presented and analyzed both qualitatively and 
quantitatively. Initially, charts in sections 4.1 and 4.2 depict the results of the 
questions. The tables of section 4.3 provide the mean averages of responses per group 
for the core questions of the questionnaire providing the reader with insights 
regarding the results obtained and subsequently, the hypothesis set in the research 
questions is tested. 
4.1 Part A 
Questions number 1 to 5 
This section of the questionnaire aimed at analyzing the attitude of respondents 
towards volunteering and donations. 
 
Question 1. Have you offered voluntary work in a nonprofit organization in Greece 
during the last 3 years? 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Responses related to question 1 
 
 
It is shown that the majority of the respondents answered negatively to this question 
(Figure 1). Only 36,2 % of a total of 116 answers offered volunteering service during 
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the aforementioned time period, corresponding to 42 people. Subsequently, 
participants were asked to continue with the following question, if their previous 
answer was YES, otherwise to proceed directly to question 1.4. 
 
Question 1.1 How many hours did you volunteer per month? 
 
Figure 2. Responses related to question 1.1 
 
 
As depicted above (Figure 2), 38,1% of the those that have volunteered in the last 3 
years stated that their donation of time to NGOs amounted to more than 7 hrs per 
month, followed by 28,6 % of respondents stating that they volunteered from 1 up to 4 
hours per month. Furthermore, a proportion of 14,3 % answered that the time they 
volunteered was between 4 to 7 hours on a monthly basis, and there is also a 11,9 % 
portion that volunteered only once. 
 
Question 1.2 How do you describe your experience? 
(Possible answer: Very poor/Below average/Average/Above average/ Excellent) 
 
 
     1      2    3      4    5 
 
 
Very poor 
  
      Excellent  
 
Based on a five-point scale with 1 being as the least positive experience and 5 the most 
enjoyable, respondents gave the following results. 
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Figure 3.Responses related to question 1.2 
 
 
From a total of 42 positive answers (question 1), 34 of the respondents (80,95% of the 
total) ranked their experience 4 and over (above average or excellent), with 20 out of 
these (47,62%) had no remarks on further improvement of the experience (excellent). 
Only 2 respondents (4,76%) argued that the experience was below average.  
 
Question 1.2.1 If you think that your experience was positive, what did you gain from 
it?  
 
 
Figure 4. Responses related to question 1.2.1 
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• Moral satisfaction 
This question received 38 responses, 34 of which are from respondents who scored on 
the scale (question 1.2) with a 4 and above, and 4 more respondents from those who 
scored 3 (average). The rest of the sample chose not to answer as the question was 
not mandatory. 
• Improvement of skills 
This question received 36 answers 34 of which are from those who scored on the scale 
(question 1.2) with a 4 and above, and 2 more respondents who scored 3 (average). 
The rest did not answer because the question was not mandatory. We notice that no 
response was lodged as ‘’disagree’’, and that ‘’undecided’’ received most of the 
answers. 
• Socialization  
This question received 38 responses 30 of which came from the respondents who 
scored in question 1.2 with a 4 and above. The rest did not answer because the 
question / answer was not mandatory. 
• Contribution to a good cause 
As it shown, 27 out of 38 answers fell in the category of “definitely agree” followed by 
6 answers (a proportion of 15%) of “slightly agree”, so overall, the majority agrees that 
the contribution to a good cause is something that volunteers gain from participating 
in an NGO. 
 
Table 1 summarizes all the information related to question 1.2.1. 
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Table 1. Responses related to question 1.2.1 
 
 
 
  
 
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided 
Slightly 
agree 
Agree 
 
Total 
Moral satisfaction 
N 2 2 3 7 24 38 
% 5,26 5,26 7,89 18,42 63,17 100 
Improvement of skills 
N 0 2 15 8 11 36 
% 0 5,55 41,67 22,22 30,56 100 
Socialization 
N 1 3 4 12 18 38 
% 2,63 7,89 10,53 31,58 47,37 100 
Contribution to a 
good cause 
N 3 1 1 6 27 38 
% 7,89 2,63 2,63 15,80 71,05 100 
 
 
 
Question 1.2.2 If you think your experience was negative, this was due to: 
The respondents were asked to describe the reason that they had a bad volunteering 
experience, given the five options described below (Figure 5). Although in question 1.2 
‘’How do you describe your experience’’ only 2 respondents clearly stated that the 
experience was below average, the total number of the collected answers in question 
1.2.2 was 20.  It is assumed that the additional 18 responses came from the average 
and above average scale explaining that even volunteers who overall characterized the 
experience as a positive one, still identified negative aspects.  
Table 2 summarizes the responses attained at the end of the present section. 
 
Figure 5. Responses related to question 1.2.2 
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• Lack of information about specific tasks of volunteers 
It is observed that 10 out of 20 respondents reported problems regarding the 
allocation of tasks and lack of information on their work duties. 
• Insufficient funding for development 
Again, 20 answers were collected, showing the 13 slightly or totally agree with the 
statement; namely, when there is insufficient funding, development is hindered and 
that can be translated into a negative experience for the participants. 
• Lack of coordination/ Insufficient management 
Lack of coordination consists a problem to 15 out of 20 respondents as depicted in the 
chart. 
• Non-completion of personal goals 
Responses appear distributed in the different options. 
• Lack of time 
The same applies here, responses appear rather distributed in the different options. 
 
Table 2. Responses related to question 1.2.2 
  
 
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided 
Slightly 
agree 
Agree 
 
Total 
Lack of 
information about 
specific tasks of 
volunteers 
N 
2 2 6 6 4 
 
20 
% 
10,00 10,00 30,00 30,00 20,00 
100 
Insufficient 
funding for 
development 
N 2 1 4 6 7 20 
% 
10,00 5,00 20,00 30,00 35,00 
100 
Lack of 
coordination/               
inappropriate 
management 
N 0 2 3 7 8 20 
 
% 
0,00 10,00 15,00 35,00 40,00 
 
100 
Non-completion 
of personal goals 
N 3 4 5 5 3 20 
% 15,00 20,00 25,00 25,00 15,00  
Lack of time 
N 3 4 5 5 3 20 
% 15,00 20,00 25,00 25,00 15,00 100 
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Question 1.3 The focus of the Nonprofit/NGO that you volunteered in was related to: 
Regarding the field that respondents volunteered, the following numbers indicate that 
they are mostly interested in helping people in need and children. 
 
Figure 6. Responses related to question 1.3 
 
The following  
Table 3 includes relevant percentages showing that the sector that volunteers had the 
smaller involvement was the animal protection. 
 
Table 3. Responses related to question 1.3 
 Total % 
Children (e.g. working for a center with minors) 15 35,71 
The environment (e.g. helping cleaning a beach) 8 19,05 
Animals (e.g. taking care of strays) 2 4,76 
Socially vulnerable groups (e.g. offering a service free of charge) 17 40,48 
Total 42 100 
 
 
Question 1.4 The reason for not volunteering in the past 3 years is due to: 
As discussed earlier, from the size sample of 116 respondents, 74 replied negatively to 
question 1 (Have you offered voluntary work in a nonprofit organization in Greece 
during the last 3 years?). The respondents who answered negatively in question 1 
were directed here to highlight the reasons that led them not to volunteer in the last 3 
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years.  Options were provided to facilitate grouping of answers, and subsequent 
drawing of conclusions (Figure 7) 
 
Figure 7. Responses related to question 1.4 
 
Among 74 responses for each option, lack of time stands out with 30 respondents who 
“slightly agree” with the statement, followed by 22 who “agree”, consisting the 
majority for the first option with a percentage 70,27%. Regarding the lack of 
information about needs, 27,02% replied that either slightly disagree or disagree (20 
out of 74). Regarding skepticism about NGOs as a reason not to offer voluntary work, 
answers were allocated as per the following: 22,97% “disagree and slightly disagree”, 
24,32 % were “undecided”, and 52,7 % “slightly agree and agree”. 
 
Table 4. Responses related to question 1.4 
 
 
  
 
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided 
Slightly 
agree 
Agree 
 
Total 
Lack of time 
N 5 4 13 30 22 74 
% 6,76 5,40 17,57 40,54 29,73 100 
 Lack of information 
about needs 
N 10 10 16 25 13 74 
 % 13,51 13,51 21,62 33,78 17,58 100 
 Skepticism about 
NGOs 
N 12 5 18 20 19 74 
% 16,22 6,76 24,32 27,03 25,67 100 
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Question 2.  Have you donated money to a NGO in Greece in the last 3 years? 
From 116 answers received, 81 of them consisted of “Yes”, thus amounting to 69,8% of 
positive answers (Figure 8). 
 
Figure 8. Responses related to question 2 
 
Subsequently, participants were asked to proceed with question 2.1 if they answered 
positively to question 2. Otherwise, to proceed directly to question 3. 
 
Question 2.1 The amount you donated was between (€): 
 
 
Figure 9. Responses related to question 2.1 
 
 
Figure 9 depicts that out of 81 positive answers, only approximately 5% donated a sum 
between 101-200 euros (4 responses), while 11 % donated 51-100 euros (9 responses). 
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Almost the same percentages (32% and 33% respectively) appear to have donated 1-
10 and 11-25 euros, respectively. As can be seen 65% of donations were in the 1-25-
euro range, increasing to 82,7% for the range of 1-50 euros.  
 
Question 2.2 The focus of the Nonprofit/NGO that you donated to was related to: 
 
 
Figure 10. Responses related to question 2.2 
 
Based on the 81 positive answers collected in question 2, a number of 106 answers 
were collected in question 2.2 because 20 respondents offered double answers, and 3 
of them offered triple answers since they had the capacity to check more than one 
box. Two answers were in the category of other (specifically 1 sports’ and 1 religious’ 
group). It is clearly shown that 56,6% of the respondents donated to nonprofit 
organizations related to children, followed by those who donated to NGOs helping 
vulnerable social groups and third – with a percentage of 10,38% – come the NGOs 
that focus on environmental issues. 
Table 5. Responses related to question 2.2 
Category/Focus of NGO where funds where donated   Total % 
Children  60 56,60 
The environment  11 10,38 
Animals  8 7,55 
Socially vulnerable groups  25 23,58 
Other 2 1,89 
Total 106 100 
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Question 3. Have you donated goods (food, clothes, shoes, toys) to people in need 
through a NGO during the last 3 years?  
 
 
Figure 11. Responses related to question 3 
 
Over 70% of respondents (82 out of 116) stated that they indeed offered food, clothes, 
shoes and toys for people in need through an NGO, supporting it to proceed with its 
cause. 
 
 
Question 4. Which do you think is the best way to offer assistance during an 
emergency situation (e.g. wildfires, floods)? 
 
 
Figure 12. Responses related to question 4 
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By observing the bar chart above it is evident that donating material goods in an 
emergency situation is perceived as the best way to help by the overwhelming 
majority (108 of 116). Offering personal work is considered as the second preference 
with 100 of 116 respondents agreeing or slightly agreeing to the proposition. The third 
option was related to donating money as a means of help, however, 12 respondents 
stated that they disagree and 24 that slightly disagree. Money donations were clearly 
considered the least preferable method of the 3 presented. Table 6 below includes all 
relevant data for the facilitation of study. 
Table 6. Responses related to question 4 
 
 
  
 
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided 
Slightly 
agree 
Agree 
 
Total 
By offering personal 
work 
N 0 5 11 43 57 116 
% 0 4,31 9,48 37,07 49,14 100 
 By donating goods 
and materials 
N 0 4 4 33 75 116 
% 0 3,45 3,45 28,45 64,65 100 
 
By donating money 
N 12 24 16 30 34 116 
% 10,35 20,69 13,79 25,86 29,31 100 
 
 
Question 5. Are you familiar with online platforms related to volunteering positions? 
(Possible answers: Not at all/Slightly/Moderately/Very/ Extremely) 
 
 
       1       2       3        4      5 
 Not at all 
  
      Extremely 
 
Based on a five-point scale with 1 denoting no familiarity whatsoever, and 5 being 
most familiar with e-platforms on donating, respondents’ answers provided the 
following results. 
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Figure 13.Responses related to question 5 
 
 
It is worth mentioning that although all options received answers with 2-digit 
percentages, denoting diversity and fracturing in our sample, the options “slightly” and 
“moderately” received 20,7 % and 27,6% respectively, following the option “not at all” 
with 29,3%. The majority of respondents were thus mostly unfamiliar with electronic 
volunteering platforms.  
Questions number 6-15 
This section of the survey aimed at exploring the respondents’ beliefs about NGOs in 
Greece. Consequently, the following questions were aimed to evaluate perception and 
sentiment of the public on relevant matters.  
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Question 6. According to your opinion, the number of the NGOs in Greece is: 
On the question about what they think about the number of NGOs in the country, the 
respondents gave the following 116 responses. 
 
 
Figure 14. Responses related to question 6 
 
 
Approximately 39% of the sample (45 out of 116) answered that the number of NGOs 
in Greece is acceptable, while 37% considered it large, and 10% argued that the 
existing number is too large. The spectrum of answers leans clearly to the present 
number being large, with 47,4% of respondents believing so, against just 13,8% for 
those believing the number is small and too small.    
 
Question 7.  Select any of the following NGOs that you are aware of. 
This question aimed at investigating whether respondents are aware of the following 
NGOs. Further comment on why these NGOs were selected can be found in section 
2.2.1 and the Discussion section. 
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Figure 15. Responses related to question 7 
 
In total, 172 responses were collected from 116 respondents due to the capacity for 
multiple answers. NGO Nina service Dogs received 9 positive responses, Aegean Team 
received 25, Sxedia stin Poli 55, and Mom 25.  Half of the respondents (58) were not 
familiar with any of the selected NGOs mentioned in the question, and thus it can be 
deducted that only half the respondents (58) provided the totality of 114 positive 
answers as shown above. This shows that 50% of the sample group was much more 
aware of NGOs in Greece, being capable to identify more than one of those presented 
in question 7, while the other 50% completely lacked knowledge of any of them. If we 
attempt to project this result in a broader societal spectrum, it shows that smaller 
NGOs with fewer promotion opportunities often pass unnoticed, and are often 
overshadowed by their larger, more well-known brethren, regardless of their actual 
action results and support offered by them.  Thus, in order to attract attention and 
support to a cause, it is vital to be extrovert and actively seek exposure to the public 
eye. Merely doing the work on the ground is not enough, it must also be visible.  
Question 8.  According to your opinion, which is the most well-known NGO in 
Greece? 
This was an ‘’open-ended’’ question. The answers are presented below with the “Smile 
of the Child’’ being the most well-known organization, followed by Doctors without 
Borders. In total, 23 NGOs were mentioned. Ten of the respondents did not provide 
any answer at all. 
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Table 7. Responses related to question 8 
NGO Number of Responses 
Smile of the Child 39 
Doctors without Borders 12 
Unicef 10 
ActionAid 7 
Greenpeace 5 
Sxedia stin Poli 4 
Hellenic Church 4 
Aegean Team 3 
UNHCR 3 
NRC 3 
Hellenic Red Cross 2 
IOM 2 
Arsis 2 
Amnesty International 1 
Elpida 1 
Sxedia  1 
Praksis 1 
MOm 1 
Kivotos tou Kosmou 1 
Hellenic Rescue Team 1 
WWF  1 
SOS Children's Villages 1 
Medecins du Monde 1 
N/A 10 
Total 116 
 
 
Question 9.  Do you know any other NGOs in Greece? 
In this question the respondents added what other NGOs they were aware of. Most of 
the NGOs mentioned were duplicates from the previous question, albeit with some 
new entries. 
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Table 8. Responses related to question 9 
NGO Number of Responses 
Smile of the Child 15 
Unicef 11 
Doctors without Borders 11 
Hellenic Red Cross 10 
Medecins du Monde 10 
Arktouros 9 
WWF 8 
Kivotos tou Kosmou 7 
SOS Childern's Villages 7 
Praxis 6 
ActionAid 6 
DRC 3 
Elepap 3 
Amnesty International 2 
Arsis 3 
Make a wish Greece 2 
Filyro Children's Village 2 
Floga 1 
ICRC 1 
Solidarity Now 1 
Mediterranean SOS 1 
Wheeling2help 1 
Metadrasi 1 
Kethea 1 
Life Line Hellas 1 
Blue Refugee Center 1 
Oxfam 1 
Melissa 1 
OKANA 1 
Total 127 
 
Note that the number of responses (127) is larger than the number of respondents 
(116) due to the latter had the capability to denote more than one organization. 
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Question 10.  The effectiveness of an NGO is based on criteria of: 
In this question 5 preselected criteria (see Figure 16) were provided for respondents to 
provide their preference. The criteria of Immediacy of action and Action in difficult-to-
reach areas were regarded as the most relevant by respondents with percentages of 
89,65% and 74,14% accordingly. The number of beneficiaries and societal acceptance 
also deemed relevant. In general, all the proposed criteria were accepted by the vast 
majority of respondents, as can be seen in the following bar chart. 
 
Figure 16. Responses related to question 10 
 
Table 9 includes all relevant data to facilitate overview and understanding of results. 
 
Table 9. Responses related to question 10 
 
  
 
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided 
Slightly 
agree 
Agree Total 
 
Number of beneficiaries 
N 4 9 19 44 40 116 
% 3,45 7,76 16,38 37,93 34,48 100 
Action in difficult-to-reach areas 
N 2 5 23 37 49 116 
% 1,72 4,31 19,83 31,90 42,24 100 
Immediacy of action 
N 1 1 10 42 62 116 
% 0,86 0,86 8,62 36,21 53,45 100 
Promotion, access to funding 
N 5 10 27 38 36 116 
% 4,31 8,62 23,28 32,76 31,03 100 
Acceptance by society 
N 2 3 21 47 43 116 
% 1,72 2,59 18,10 40,52 37,07 100 
 
 -55- 
Question 11. Based on the criteria of the previous question, which do you think is the 
most effective NGO in Greece? 
In this question 20 NGOs were mentioned with the “Smile of the Child” remaining the 
favorite of respondents with a percentage of 33,8%, followed by “Kivotos tou Kosmou” 
with 11 positive answers (9,32%), and Doctors without Borders and Hellenic Red Cross 
with 5 positive answers each (4,23%). The rest of the NGOs were mostly mentioned 
two or three times. Out of a sample of 116 respondents, 25 replied that they do not 
know or recognize any organization as an effective one. Thus, the remaining 91 
respondents contributed to the following collection of 93 answers with 2 of them 
providing a second NGO as well. 
Table 10. Responses related to question 11 
NGO Responses 
Smile of the Child 40 
Kivotos tou Kosmou 11 
Doctors without Borders 5 
Hellenic Red Cross 5 
ActionAid 4 
Mom 3 
Unicef 3 
IOM 3 
Greenpeace 2 
NRC 2 
Elpida 2 
Sxedia 2 
Medecins du Monde 2 
Alzheimer Hellas 2 
WWF 2 
Sxedia stin Poli 2 
Praksis 1 
KETHEA 1 
SOS Children's Villages 1 
None / NA 25 
Total 118 
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Question 12. What is your opinion about the NGOs in Greece? 
(Possible answer: Very poor/Poor/Fair/Good/Very good) 
 
     1     2     3       4     5 
 Very poor           Very good 
 
Based on a five-point scale with 1 denoting a very poor opinion, and 5 the most 
positive one, the following results were obtained. 
 
 
Figure 17. Responses related to question 12 
 
From a total of 116 respondents, 60 (51,72%) expressed a “fair” opinion, followed by 
33 respondents (28,45%) who carry a “good” opinion. A very low percentage of 1,7%  
(2 of 116) answered that they have a “very poor” opinion about NGOs in Greece, but 
the percentage of those with a very good opinion is also low (4,3% - 5 out of 116 
responses). Although the total view was predominantly positive, as can be seen in the 
above chart, it must be noted that those holding a “poor” opinion outnumber those 
with a “very good” at more than a 3:1 ratio, which is rather surprising view for a sector 
that reportedly aims at the common good and not profit, such as NGOs/NPOs.  
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Question 13. What do you think is the public opinion about NGOs in Greece? 
Following the previous question, respondents were asked to share their perception of 
the predominant public view regarding NGOs in Greece. It is interesting to correlate 
their perception of public opinion against their own, as depicted in the previous 
question.  
 
Figure 18. Responses related to question 13 
 
 
Based on the bar chart, the “fair” class received almost the same percentage as in 
question 12, however, it is very interesting to see that the distribution of opinion not 
only shifted towards negative views, but practically reversed, presenting almost a 
mirror-like image of Figure 17. Considering the capacity of individuals to sense and 
recognize public opinion, perception, and societal moods almost subconsciously, the 
above graph spells concern over the exact public perception of NGOs/NPOs and 
highlights relative reluctance.  
 
 
Question 14. According to your opinion, which field is in greater need of being 
supported by NGOs? 
The opinion of respondents regarding the sector they consider more vulnerable and in 
need of attention and support was gauged. In order to facilitate processing and 
conclusions and maintain focus and relevance, 7 preselected options were provided, 
drawing stimulate from concurrent issues and areas of focus for NGOs.  
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Figure 19. Responses related to question 14 
  
 
The number of responses to all options was 116 as expected. Of the seven areas that 
were given as a choice to the respondents, special attention was paid to the area of 
homeless and vulnerable people with 79 out of 116 respondents, namely 68% of the 
sample, unequivocally agreeing, and 28 persons (24%) slightly agreeing, with a total 
sum of 92%.  Similar percentages received the “actions related to minors in need’’. It 
must be noted that although environmental issues did draw support, respondents 
were not overly confident of prioritizing them, and priority for support to 
migrants/refugees was in total lower than environmental issues and human rights.   In 
the following table all answers are available with all percentages to facilitate study. 
Table 11. Responses related to question 14 
  
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree Undecided 
Slightly 
agree Agree Total 
Area requiring 
Attention/Action Priority Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % 
Environment Protection 1 0,86 3 2,58 13 11,21 52 44,83 47 40,52 116 100 
Actions related to children 
and adolescents in need 1 0,86 1 0,86 10 8,62 32 27,59 72 62,07 116 100 
Support to homeless people 1 0,86 1 0,86 7 6,04 28 24,14 79 68,10 116 100 
Support to migrants/refugees 8 6,90 3 2,59 24 20,68 32 27,59 49 42,24 116 100 
Support to former and young 
drugs addicts 1 0,86 5 4,31 30 25,86 36 31,03 44 37,94 116 100 
Animal Protection 4 3,45 5 4,31 23 19,83 45 38,79 39 33,62 116 100 
Human Rights 4 3,45 5 4,31 12 10,34 31 26,73 64 55,17 116 100 
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Question 15. If a company, in the context of Corporate Social Responsibility, and in 
cooperation with an NGO, allocates part of the revenue of the sales of a product to 
the NGO, will this practice affect you in choosing this product over others? 
 
Last but not least, is a question related to the attitude of respondents as consumers, 
particularly whether they would be in favor of purchasing a product that returns part 
of its sales revenue to a nonprofit organization. 
 
 
Figure 20. Responses related to question 15 
 
Almost 40% of the respondents (46 out of 116) replied that they are often influenced 
by such a practice. Quite impressive is the fact that a percentage of 15,5% (18 out of 
116) answered that they would definitely consider buying a product in order to help an 
NGO gather money. On the other hand, almost the same percentage selected the 
“never” option, but positive replies considerably outweigh the negative ones.  
 
4.2 Part B 
Demographics 
The second section includes questions that are intended to investigate of the social 
characteristics of the respondents (gender, age, level of education, occupation, family 
status, family income). The size of the sample was 116 people and the male/female 
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ratio was approximately 40% for men and 60% for women, thus approaching the 
target with respect to fair gender representation. No age limit was imposed. 
 
What is your gender? 
In the first question of the demographics section, respondents answered about their 
gender; 59,5 % were women and 40,50 % were men. 
 
 
Figure 21. Responses about gender 
 
What is your age? 
Of the 116 people involved, the age group 27-35 corresponds to 44,8% of the total of 
respondents, the age group 18-26 consists of 30,2% of the total, and the third largest 
group is between 36-55 years old with a corresponding percentage of 17,2 %. Overall, 
the age distribution, although uneven, is considered acceptable for the goal of the 
survey.  
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Figure 22. Responses about age 
 
 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
As far as the level of education is concerned, the analysis showed that 62,1% of 
respondents had obtained a Master’s degree, 27,6% attained a University 
degree/diploma, while 5,2% graduated from Technical Institutions, and only 3,4 % 
have completed a Doctorate degree. 
 
Figure 23. Responses about educational level 
 
 
What is your employment status? 
Regarding the employment status of respondents, the majority self-declared as a 
private employee (35,3%), followed by students (30,2%), and self-employed individuals 
(19%). Currently not working individuals accounted for 9,5% and public servants for 
4,3% of the total, respectively, while 1,7% were retired. 
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Figure 24. Responses about employment status 
 
 
What is your family status? 
The portions of the family status of the respondents were: 56% single, 19,8% married 
without children, and 3,4% were divorced. The percentage of respondents who had 
children is 20,7%. 
 
Figure 25. Responses about family status 
 
 
What is your family income per month? 
The last question of demographics is related to monthly family income. The first tier of 
0-500 euros consists of 23,3% of the total, while the second tier of 501-1000 euros 
corresponds to 33,6% of the total. In the tier of 1001-2000 euro encompasses 29,3% of 
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the total sample, while 13,8% of respondents have a family income higher than 2001 
euros. 
 
 
Figure 26. Responses about family income 
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4.3 Hypothesis 
Questions 1,2,12 consist the core questions of the survey, while also being easier to 
numerically process in terms of results. In order to investigate differences between 
groups of gender, age, employment status, family income and attained answers, the 
mean averages of answers were calculated and utilized in the following process of 
hypothesis testing.  
 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between females and males regarding 
their attitude to voluntary work (question 1) 
                                       
                                                    Table 12. Q1-Gender crosstabulation 
 
 
 
Table 13. Q1- Gender ANOVA 
 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,432 > 0,05 we fail to reject Ho. 
We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between gender 
and attitude towards voluntary work. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between age groups regarding their 
attitude to voluntary work (question 1) 
                                     
  Table 14. Q1-Age Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
Table 15. Q1- Age ANOVA 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant difference 
leading us to reject null Hypothesis. Since the p-value of 0,024< 0,05 we reject Ho. We can 
conclude that there is statistically significant difference between age and attitude towards 
voluntary work.  The age group of 18-26 answered positively with 20 out of 35 responses 
(57,14%) while the equivalent percentage of group 27-35 was 25% (13 out of 52) similar to 
group 36-45 (5 out of 20). 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between employment status groups 
regarding their attitude to voluntary work (question 1) 
 
                                       Table 16. Q1- Employment status Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
Table 17. Q1-Employment status ANOVA 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,163 > 0,05 we fail to reject 
Ho. We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between 
employment status and attitude towards voluntary work. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between income groups regarding their 
attitude to voluntary work (question 1)         
 
  Table 18. Q1-Family income Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
Table 19. Q1-Family Income ANOVA 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,066 > 0,05 we fail to reject 
Ho. We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between family 
income and attitude towards voluntary work. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between females and males regarding 
their attitude to donations (question 2) 
                                 
                                
                                  Table 20. Q2- Gender Crosstabulation 
 
                                                              
                                                              
                                                          Table 21. Q2- Gender ANOVA 
 
 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,118 > 0,05 we fail to reject Ho. 
We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between gender 
and attitude towards donations. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between ages groups regarding their 
attitude to donations (question 2) 
 
 
Table 22. Q2-Age Crosstabulation 
 
 
Table 23. Q2- Age ANOVA 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference leading us to reject null Hypothesis. Since the p-value of 0,015< 0,05 we 
reject Ho. We can conclude that there is statistically significant difference between age 
groups and attitude towards donations. The age group 18-26 answered positively with 
17 out of 35 responses (48, 57%) while the equivalent percentage of group 27-35 was 
80,77% (42 out of 52).  Third age group’s responses reached 75% (15 out of 20). 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between employment status groups 
regarding their attitude to donations (question 2) 
 
Table 24. Q2-Employment status Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 25. Q2- Employment status ANOVA 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,024 < 0,05 we reject Ho. We 
can conclude that there is statistically significant difference between employment 
status and attitude towards donations. It is observed that 17 out of 35 responses 
(48,57%) from the student employment status and 5 out of 11 (45,45%) from the 
currently unemployed group are the biggest percentages with negative responses. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between income groups regarding their 
attitude to donations (question 2) 
                                              
                         
                           Table 26. Q2-Family income Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
 
Table 27. Q2- Family income ANOVA 
 
 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,411> 0,05 we fail to reject 
Ho. We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between family 
income and attitude towards donations. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between females and males regarding 
their opinion about NGOs (question 12) 
 
 
Table 28. Q12- Gender Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
 
Table 29. Q12- Gender ANOVA 
 
Results: If the value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference leading us to reject null Hypothesis. Since the p-value of 0,026< 0,05 we 
reject Ho. We can conclude that there is statistically significant difference between 
gender and opinion about NGOs. Only a 7,25% of the participated women (5 of 69) had 
a poor and below opinion about NGOs while the equivalent percentage for men was 
27,53% (13 out 47). 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between age groups regarding their 
opinion about NGOs (question 12) 
 
 
Table 30. Q12-Age Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
 
Table 31. Q12- Age ANOVA 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,360> 0,05 we fail to reject 
Ho. We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between age 
and opinion about NGOs. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between employment status groups 
regarding their opinion about NGOs (question 12) 
 
           Table 32. Q12-Employment status Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
 
Table 33. Q12- Employment status ANOVA 
 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,702> 0,05 we fail to reject 
Ho. We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between 
employment status and opinion about NGOs. 
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 Ho=Hypothesis: There is no difference between income groups regarding their 
opinion about NGOs (question 12) 
                             
 Table 34. Q12- Family Income Crosstabulation 
 
 
 
 
Table 35. Q12- Family income ANOVA 
 
 
Results: If the p-value is smaller than 0,05 then there is a statistically significant 
difference and thus, we reject null Hypothesis. Since it is 0,161> 0,05 we fail to reject 
Ho. We can conclude that there is no statistically significant difference between family 
income and opinion about NGOs. 
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Chapter 5. Discussion 
Based on the demographics of the survey, 69 women and 47 men participated in the 
research. The sample was considered gender neutral for the purpose intended, 
although it does not present an exact equal distribution between male and female 
respondents. As far as the age of participants is concerned, the majority of the sample 
group were up to 46 years old, and only 9 participants were over 46 years of age.  The 
level of education in the sample group was quite high, with most respondents holding 
a postgraduate degree. The professional situation of respondents was quite diverse, as 
were the answers to marital status, although single respondents were more numerous. 
The last demographics-oriented question addressed the monthly family income of 
respondents, which attained rather uniformly distributed answers, and our sample can 
thus be considered adequately diversified, for the purpose of the present study. After 
hypothesis testing of whether gender, age, occupational status, and income affect an 
individual’s attitude towards volunteering, donations and NGOs, the results showed 
existence of statistically significant difference in some cases (first research question). 
Precisely, statistically significant difference was found between age groups and 
attitude towards voluntary work and donations. In the first case, the group of people 
aged 18-26 indicated more active attitude towards voluntary work, however, regarding 
donations they showed less. It can be assumed that young people exhibit enthusiasm 
and participate in volunteering actions easily, however, their funds do not allow them 
to donate money as often as other age groups. Statistically significant difference was 
also found in employment status groups and attitude towards donations with the two 
groups of students and currently unemployed to have limited donating behavior, 
something logical considering their occupational status. Furthermore, statistically 
significant difference was found between gender and opinion about NGOs with more 
women to hold a positive opinion. An explanation for this could be that women are 
expected to be more likely to react with sadness to negative emotion-eliciting 
situations in general69 (e.g. sick or abandoned children, homeless people) thus, the 
existence of organizations trying combat these problems make them think higher of 
the NGOs. Statistically significant difference was found in the study of Vasilaki et al. in 
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2008 where people of age 18-30 were asked about the potential of offering in a 
humanitarian cause with 83,33% of participated young women to reply positive. 
Regarding the research question of whether citizens of Greece participate in voluntary 
activities and if not, what are the reasons (second research question), it was found that 
70% of respondents answered have not participated in any form of volunteer action in 
the past 3 years and as the main reason stipulated is the lack of time that prevents 
them from taking part in volunteering activities. The second most commonly quoted 
reason is skepticism towards NGOs, which is also reflected in the answers to 2 
subsequent questions regarding their opinion about NGOs and the perception of 
public opinion of NGOs. More than 50% of the respondents described their view of 
NGOs as “fair” (third research question), implying a restrained attitude towards 
organizations that by definition exist with the aim to offer help and support, alleviate 
the problems of society, and promote common good. In the question of what they 
think is the prevailing societal view for NGOs there were even higher rates of mistrust, 
as expressed in negative perception ratings of “poor” and “very poor” opinions. Thus, 
one cannot help but wonder whether such a defensive, reluctant attitude towards 
NGOs is the reason why the Greek public is not so actively involved with NGOs and 
voluntary actions, and perhaps instinctively avoids commitment through the claim of 
lack of time. The reasons for adopting such a defensive attitude can be traced to a lack 
of proper organization from the side of NGOs, and management personnel particularly, 
according to the answers from the participants. Indeed, it is important to inspire 
volunteers to trust the NGO, through allocation of tasks in an effective way, 
management of funds and development of action plans in an orderly, transparent and 
organized manner. It can thus be said, that in order for the NGO sector to uphold its 
standing in the public eye and engage more volunteers, increased efforts are required 
on interacting equitably with the societies they aim to support and operate in, along 
with transparency and effectiveness. 
Respondents were also asked about what they believe they gain from their 
participation in voluntary actions and most replied that joining a good cause is itself an 
incentive to do so, as well as the moral satisfaction they gain. Let us not forget that the 
volunteers are a key part of the implementation of any action, and it is vital that they 
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derive satisfaction and inner fulfillment from participation in any project, if they are to 
continue their involvement and support to the NGO.70 
Needs in our society will never cease to multiply, especially given the economic 
difficulties Greece has been experiencing for almost a decade since 2010, with 
unemployment remaining extremely high,2 and the number of suicides in the country 
having increased rapidly.71 In such a context, citizens support and consider effective 
those NGOs that possess a concrete project, with an obvious impact on society, and 
immediate, tangible results. One such organization that society embraces is the Smile 
of the Child, which systematically comes first as an example in questions related to 
known and effective NGOs. The field in which it is active, the abused, abandoned, 
and/or sick children is one of the two areas that were identified as being in greater 
need of being supported by NGOs. According to participants in the study, children in 
need, and homeless people as victims of modern society, were the 2 fields of action 
that should be prioritized for support and relief by NGOs (forth research question) 
It is certain that these are not the only fields that are in need of support interventions 
and volunteering. As mentioned in the literature review of the present study, NGOs 
are prime examples of organizations that can be less prestigious and recognizable, but 
capable of solid impact. Many organizations exist today with well-defined, thorough 
plans, actively trying to contribute to society. Whether helping children with 
disabilities live decently, or reaching remote areas and covering medical examinations, 
they contribute and offer to the common good where the state is absent and/or 
unable to take action and “do the right thing”. From the responses received, it was 
evident that half of the respondents had not heard about the existence and action 
plans of such NGO initiatives with limited media exposure (fifth research question). 
This clearly indicates that unless an NGO has an active role in social media, access to 
mass media, and other mass communication venues, it is unlikely to raise awareness 
and receive traction in the public sphere in an era of information saturation.  Some 
recommendations on this matter are made in the next and final chapter.  
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All in all, the resulting numbers, social perceptions about NGOs and the issues that 
have been discussed can be deemed useful material for future research related to 
volunteering attitude in Greece. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
As already seen from the analysis of survey results, it is clear that gender, age, 
profession, and income can play role in the attitude of individuals towards 
volunteering and donations. This conclusion is not at odds with instinctive norms of 
class society, as individuals often tend to be partial on issues based on their personal 
interests. Ideally, additional research effort with a larger number of participants and 
wider range of answers is suggested to obtain more detailed conclusions for activities 
where profit as a goal is replaced by gratification and moral reward. 
The majority of respondents have a “fair” opinion about NGOs, which may be at odds 
with their proclaimed status as not-for-profit, for-good organizations, and even unfair 
for some of them which have performed notable work, and would likely deserve a 
“good” or “very good” opinion. From their side, and in order to reverse the sentiment 
towards them, NGOs must persuade citizens of their incentives, their sustainable way 
of operation and the results of their actions, by providing reports, numbers, and 
increasing transparency and accountability. This may be achieved by registering on 
official NGO lists, presenting their actions in informative days and providing full 
information on an annual basis of their financial data, as well as their number of 
beneficiaries. It must be noted that the number of nonprofit organizations in Greece is 
not clearly known, a basic fact that by itself creates mistrust for all NGOs as a sector, 
since several of them receive subsidies from national and European bodies. To 
overcome this issue, a coherent framework of funding rules [48] is also required in 
order to clear the air from speculation, and dispel the confusion that surrounds the 
funding that voluntary organizations receive by the state, by the private sector, and by 
individuals. The motives and actions of many organizations are also unclear at times, 
further adding to reluctance from the side of the public and highlighting the need for 
transparency and accountability.  
Difficult economic circumstances sensitize citizens to the homeless, unemployed, other 
similarly vulnerable social groups, and to children who face problems more than other 
areas in need, such as animal welfare. This is due not to decreased interest in the 
latter, but rather to increased interest in the first, which however leads to a de facto 
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decrease in resources allocated to animal welfare, environmental action, etc.  
However, since the needs of the latter areas have not diminished under any 
circumstances, stressing the means of organizations active in such under-prioritized 
areas to the breaking point. In such a context a useful practice to help NGOs involved – 
for example – in animal protection is to collaborate with a business that is interested in 
donating part of the revenue of a product to the NGO as described in question 15. 
Thus, the company will strengthen its social profile through a visible corporate social 
responsibility action, and the NGO will generate not only revenue, but also visibility 
that will support its cause in diverse manners.  
Finally, it is clear that volunteerism in Greece has not yet gained traction with wider 
societal strata. In order to boost volunteering in Greece, a meritable idea would be for 
NGOs’ communication campaigns to be carried out in schools, and volunteering 
actions to be organized in a small scale for students to participate in. Children and 
adolescents may thus be exposed to fields and areas in need, cultivate the culture and 
values of donation and solidarity at a young age, and instill the notion of volunteer 
service as an integral part of active citizenship and sociopolitical activism for 
tomorrow’s society.     
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Appendix 
Questionnaire 
‘’This anonymous questionnaire is part of my dissertation of MSc in Management by 
International Hellenic University. If you live in Greece, I would appreciate if you could 
spend a few minutes and answer honestly!’’ 
 
Thank you in advance  
Lazoudi Georgia 
 
* Required  
1. Question 1. Have you offered voluntary work in a nonprofit organization in Greece 
during the last 3 years? * 
 Yes 
 No 
 
If Yes 
 
Question 1.1 How many hours did you volunteer per month? 
 Up to 1hr 
 From 1 up to 4 hrs 
 From 4 up to 7 hrs 
 More than 7 hrs 
 Just once 
 
Question 1.2 How do you describe your experience? 
 Very poor 
 Below average 
 Average 
 Above average 
 Excellent 
 
Question 1.2.1 If you think that your experience was positive, what did you gain from 
it?  
   
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided  
Slightly 
agree 
Agree 
   Moral satisfaction           
Improvement of skills      
Socialization           
Contribution to a good cause           
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Question 1.2.2 If you think your experience was negative, this was due to: 
   
Disagree 
Slightly 
disagree 
Undecided  
Slightly 
agree 
Agree 
   Lack of information about specific tasks of 
volunteers           
Insufficient funding for development           
Lack of coordination/               inappropriate 
management           
Non-completion of personal goals      
Lack of time      
 
Question 1.3 The focus of the NGO that you volunteered in was related to: 
 Children (e.g. working in a center for minors) 
 The environment (e.g. helping cleaning a beach) 
 Animals (e.g. taking care of strays) 
 Socially vulnerable groups (e.g. offering a service free of charge) 
 
If No 
 
Question 1.4 The reason for not volunteering in the past 3 years is due to: 
   
 
Disagree 
 
Slightly 
disagree 
 
Undecided  
 
Slightly 
agree 
 
Agree 
   Lack of time           
Lack of information about needs           
Skepticism about NGOs           
 
Question 2.  Have you donated money to a NGO in Greece in the last 3 years? * 
 
 Yes 
 No 
 
 
 
If Yes 
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Question 2.1 The amount you donated was between (€): 
 
 1-10 
 11-20 
 21-50 
 50-100 
 101-200 
 201+ 
 
 
Question 2.2 The focus of the NGO that you donated to was related to: 
 
 Children (e.g. working in a center for minors) 
 The environment (e.g. helping cleaning a beach) 
 Animals (e.g. taking care of strays) 
 Socially vulnerable groups (e.g. offering a service free of charge) 
 
Question 3. Have you donated goods (food, clothes, shoes, toys) to people in need 
through a NGO during the last 3 years? * 
 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Question 4. Which do you think is the best way to offer assistance during an 
emergency situation (e.g. wildfires, floods)? * 
 
   
 
Disagree 
 
Slightly 
disagree 
 
Undecided  
 
Slightly 
agree 
 
Agree  
    
By offering personal work 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
   
 
By donating goods and materials       
By donating money       
 
 
Question 5. Are you familiar with online platforms related to volunteering positions? * 
 
 Not at all 
 Slightly 
 Moderately 
 Very 
 Extremely 
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Question 6. According to your opinion, the number of the NGOs in Greece is: * 
 Too small 
 Small 
 Acceptable 
 Large 
 Too large 
 
Question 7.  Select any of the following NGOs that you are aware of.* 
 Nina Service Dogs 
 Aegean Team 
 Sxedia stin Poli 
 ΜOm 
 None 
 
Question 8.  According to your opinion, which is the most well-known NGO in Greece? 
* 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
Question 9.  Do you know any other NGOs in Greece? * 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
Question 10.  The effectiveness of an NGO is based on criteria of: * 
 
   
 
Disagree 
 
Slightly 
disagree 
 
Undecided  
 
Slightly 
agree 
 
Agree 
   Number of beneficiaries           
Action in difficult-to-reach areas      
Immediacy of action           
Promotion, access to funding           
Acceptance by society           
 
 
Question 11. Based on the criteria of the previous question, which do you think is the 
most effective NGO in Greece? * 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Question 12. What is your opinion about the NGOs in Greece? * 
 
 Very poor 
 Poor 
 Fair 
 Good 
 Very good 
 
 
Question 13. What do you think is the public opinion about NGOs in Greece? * 
 Very poor 
 Poor 
 Fair 
 Good 
 Very good 
 
 
Question 14. According to your opinion, which field is in greater need of being 
supported by NGOs? 
   
 
Disagree 
 
Slightly 
disagree 
 
Undecided  
 
Slightly 
agree 
 
Agree 
   
Environment Protection           
Actions related to children and 
adolescents in need           
Support to homeless people           
Support to migrants/refugees           
Support to former and young drugs 
addicts           
Animal Protection           
Human Rights           
 
Question 15. If a company, in the context of Corporate Social Responsibility, and in 
cooperation with an NGO, allocates part of the revenue of the sales of a product to 
the NGO, will this practice affect you in choosing this product over others? 
 
 Never 
  Seldom 
  Sometimes 
 Often 
   Always 
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Demographics 
   
      Gender* 
   
Age* 
 
 
   
 
 Female 
   
 18-26  
 Male 
  
 27-35  
 
 
  
 36-45  
 
   
 46-55  
 
   
 56+  
 
   
  
 
 
 
 
Occupational Status * 
 
 
 
 
 
Family Status * 
 
 
   
 
   Student 
  
Single  
 Public Servant 
  
Married/In relationship without children 
Employee 
  
Married/In relationship with children 
Self-employed 
  
Divorced 
 Retired 
  
Widowed  
 Currently not working 
 
   
 
Educational Level* 
 
Family Income per month * 
 
   
 
  High School 
   
0-500 
  College 
  
501-100 
 Technological Education  
   
1001-2000 
 University 
   
2001+ 
  Master 
     Phd 
     
